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The extent to which the use of the Graphics 
Expression Beading Improvement System (GEBIS) improved the : eading 
skills of Title I was investigated. The GEBIS program, which combines 
an eight-step process in language skill development with 
student-created television productions, was used at two schools 
during the 1972-73 school year. One hundred seventy-two t^tudents in 
grades 4 through 6 and 7 throOgh 9, each of whom was reading at least 
two years below grade level, were included in the program. Fcst-test 
results from the Stanford Achievement Test indicated that students in 
grades U through 6 showed significant improvement in reading fcr the 
first time in their school careers; their achievement in both word 
Jlea4li^^g and^paragraph meaning was double that which otherwise would 
have been ^expected . An improvement in achievement significant at the 
.05 level was not found for students in grades 7 through 9, although 
the seventh graders did show over a. year's growth and did achieve at 
a rate well over twice that of their previous performance in 
traditional reading programs. It was conclud^ed that GEBIS can effect 
dramatic improvements in reading among problem readers at the lower 
grade levels. (Authbr/PB) 
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This analysis was prepared by the New York State 
Education Department, i)ivision of Research and 
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The following analysis reports the results of a Title I program in 
Unlondale free School District #2 for 1972-73. It involves a total' of 
172 students who were residing at least two years below grade level. 
One hundred thirty-one (131) of these students were in grades 4-6 and 
forty-one (41) were in grades 7-9. 

An analysis of the data indicates that the Graphics Expression 
Reading Improvement System (GERIS) produced highly significant improve- 
ment at the grade 4-6 level. The majority of students, achieved at 
nearly twice the rate they had under previous traditional programs in 
word meaning, as measured by the Stanford Achievement Test, in paragraph 
meaning > these students again achieved at about twice the rate they 
previously had. Also worthy of note is that this is the first time that 
this group has ever had a gain ^of approximately a full year/yedr during 
their reading history in school. 

At grade 7-9 the analysis does not indicate a significant change 
in achievement at the •OS levels However^ the grade 7 component did 
achieve highly significant growth, that is, well over a year's growth 
and at a rate well over twice that during previous years in traditional ' 
programs • 



This evaluatloh suggests that the Graphics Ext>resslon Reading 
Improvement System (GERIS) appears to have its greatest potential for 
effecting the most dramatic results at the earlier grade levels. 
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GRAPHICS EXPRESSION. HEADING IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM 

DATA ANALYSIS 
GRADES 4-5-6 

Student Selection 

Students Here given an Informal Reading Inventory by the school 
Reading Specialist. Those students who were determined to be two or. 
more years below grade level were Included In this program. 

Program De*scrlptlon 

^ « 

The Graphics Expresslon,KReadlng Improvement System (GERIS)., a 

/ 

motivational approach to the teaching of reading, Is designed f6r use 
in a regular classroom setting where an 8-step process in language skills 
is combined with television production, A unique 3-camera mini-studio 
allows the child toi produce his own show with many of the same "special 
effects'* he sees o^ hi:^ home screen. For a more thorough, detailed 

description of the treatment, see the Manual for Administrators (attached). 

I* 

For the purpose of this program, the treatment was eight months in 
duration,^ commencing ^.n late September 1972 and ending in May 1973. 

Experimental Hypothesis 

Thbse students in the GERIS program will achieve greater actual 

^ \ 

gains than their historic rates of gain would predict. This greater 
achievement will affect scores on both word meaning and paragraph 
meaning, as measured by the Stanford Achievement Test. ^* 
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Analysts 



The measures used were the '^expected gain" and the "actual gain'* 
of each student In both word and paragraph meanings. The "expected gain" 
was determined by applying to the pre-test scores t)ke method and formula 
recommended in the Title 1 guidelines for evaluation. (See Appendix A). 
The- "actual gain" was determined ^^-^tnputing the difference between 
the pre- and post-test scores on the Stanford Achievement Test, The ^ 
gains were compared by applying the t-test to determine whether the 
students involved achieved beyond expectation. 



Data 



Composite scores: grades 4 to 6 in three schools 
Word meaning N = 131 



Mean Expected Gain 
Mean Actual Gain 

ParaRraph meaning 

Mean Expected Gain 
Mean Actual Gain 



,46 
.96 

N = 129 

.45 
.87 



With a t-score of 5.9 and 130 df In word meaning the results are 

highly significant at less than the .0005 level. We may infer that this 

target population achieved far beyond >( 109% bej'ond) expectation. It 

^ ^ ^ 

appears that these students are achieving at ab^ut twice the ra^^ they 



did under previous traditional programs in the area of word meaning. 



The data. ^alysis^ for paragraph meaning duplicates almost the same 

(•• • "n 

achievement. It Is significant to note that this Is the first time the 
group has ever had a gain o'f approximately a ful'l yearfyear during their 
history at school under traditional instruction. 
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GRADE 7-8-9 * . 

. Student Selection 

At the end of grade 6, the student population was administered the 
•Gates-McGlnltle Reading Test. Those students falling below grade level 
were placed In the general remedial reading program for grade 7 at 
Turtle Hook Junior High School. From this group, those students In need 
of greatest help (below reading level by approximately 2.5- years on the 
average) were placed In the Graphics Expression component. Grades 8 
and 9 students In the general remedial reading program were afso admin- 
istered the Gates-McGlnltle Reading Test by the Reading Teacher. All 
those who r^emalned below grade level were continued In the program 
desc^rlbed above. 

Program Description / 

In general, the program operates approximately as does .the one 
described In the Manual (attached). The two variations of note are: 
1) grades 7 to 9 meet 45 minutes a day, 5 days a week, as compared with 
grades 4-6 who meet 3 days a week; and 2) the Reading Teacher works 
with t;he students In the Reading Room while the Graphics Aide works 
, with the students in a separate room. At, the grade 4-6 level the entire 
program is contained within one regular classroom area. 

4 

I 

Experimental Hypothesis ^> 

Those students in the GERIS program wilj^^chieve greater actual 
gains than their historic rates of gain predict, as measured by the 
Gates-McGlnltle Reading Test. v_ 
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Analysis * 

The measures used were t^e "expeci;ed gain" and the "actual gain" 
of. each student^ as determined by scores on a standarcjized test. The 
"expected gain" was computed by applying to the pre^test scores the 
method and formula recocnnended in the Title X guidelines for evaluation 
(See Appendix A) The "actual gain" was determined by computing the 
difference between the pre- and post- test scores on the Gates-McGinitie 
Reading Test. The gains were compared by applying the t-test to 
determine whether the students achieved beyond expectation, ^ 



' Data 



Composite scores: Grades 7-8^9 In one school 

N = 41 

Grade 7 Mean Expected "Gain .52 
Mean Actual Gain 1.37* 

Grade 8 Mean Expected Gain .69 
Mean Actual Gain v .88* 

Grade 9 Mean Expected Gain .64 
Mean Actual Gain .61* 

Composite 7-8-9 Mean Expected Gain .62 

Mean Actual Gain .89 

/ 

t-score of 1.54 and 40 df> the composite results ar^ not 



With a 
significant 



at the .05 level." However, if the three components are 



considered separately, it/will be noted that gradC 7 achieved a note- ^ 
worthy gain which was significant at tlie .001 level. Grad^ 8 achieved 
somewhat more than what was exp<kcted. Grade 9 achieved only as expected. 
It may be inferred from this data that GBRIS is more effective at the 
earlier grade level. Tljis inference is 8up>ported byThe highly 
significant growth in grades 4-5-6. 
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Conclualon 



From thiis analysis* it may be cohcluded\tha^ the Innovative ^nd 

J 

roo^tivational^ approach to reading which GERIS embodies has its ^^ater 
potential for effecting dramatic reading improvement at the earlier 
grade ^vels. 
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Appendix A ^ 

ACTUAL POST TEST COMPARISON TO 
THE PREDICTED POST TEST SCHEME OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Real (treatment) PoBttcst v. anticipated (without treatment) Posttest desigft. 

> i" 

e 

Step 1. . Obtain each pupil's pretest ferade equivalent. 

Step 1. Subtract 1 (since most scandardlzed tests start at 1,0) « 



Step 3. 



Divide the figure obtained In step 2 by the number of months the pupi:l 
has been In school tq obtain a hypothetical (historical regression)- 
rate of growth per month. (Ignore Kindergarten months. 1 school 
year «= 10 months.) • 



Step 4. Multiply the number of months of TltleJ[^ treatment by the historical 
rate of growth per month. 




Step 5, Add 6he figure obtained In step 4 to^the pi^ll*s^pretest grade 
equivalent (stqp 1). . 

Step 6, T€iBt*thfc difference for significance between the'^roupj predicted posttes 
meartxand the obtained posttest mean with a corr^la-be^d t-ratlo. 




— -In 'September > a diagnostic reafllng teacher admltyls tered the HewropollLau 
Achlevdment Test (as a pretest) to thirty disadvantaged fourth grade learners 
who had scored below minimum competence on the New York ^tate Readlnc pEP Test. 

The thirty pupils participated for the first time in an ESEA' Title. I 
remedial project conducted from the first week in October through the last week 
in May (treatment ^time «^ months)* The Rending Diagnostician rcaidmitils tered . 
an equivalent level form of i:he Metropolitan Achievement Test (us a 'posttest) 
during the first week of June to the thirty pupHa* 

From the September (pretest) administration^ thJ Diagnostician calculated 
the lndi\ldual predicted June scores b^ed upon the pupils' historical rate of * 
gain (using the method described in stepa 1 through 4 above) that would have 
been anticipated i*f the ESEA Title I treatment had not Intervene^ . in addltJLon 
to the regular classroom reading instruction. The Diagnostician then compared 
th# predicted posttest scores to th3 actual posttest scr^res- by the statistic 
called the t-r^tlx) (critical ratio) to detemine whef:her the thirty pupils 
achievement was beyond expectation* > 



•.The pupils have; had 3£ motiths o£* regular apliool at the time of the {trutust. ' 

Step 1. Pupil #l's pretest score wo^ 2.5 ^ 

Step 2. Subtract 1 from 2.5 = 1.5 , 

&tep 0* Divide 1*5 by 30 (months) = .05 . 

multiply .05 timeB the number of monfch^ of Title I treatment .05xH » .A 

Step 4. Add .4 to (the pretest) 2.5=2.9 

this figure is the anticipated posttcst score (2.9^. for pupil ifl ' > 



Repeat for ench pup 1*1 



Record each pupil's May Posttcst score* 
Subtract cnch predicted posttcst score from the actual ^(May) popt Cest score £d} 
Sum th^ differences (id] jand square that sum,^ 

Squar e^ the differences individually 

2 I 
Sum the squared differences X(c^ ) 

1 . * 




"(A. 62) - ("9.2)^/(30-]) / 53.96 y^l.BG 1- ^6 



.9.2 " 9.2 - 9.2 -6.76 



The degrees b£ f reedom^df )"«N-1 . Look In the t table opposite df=29 for the 
value of t under columns .05 and .01 (two tailed testa). Since ouf t o^'6.76 
iB greater than the table value. o£ 2,756, at the ,01 le>?el of probability, we 
may infer that thia target population achieved beyond expectation in the 
Title I funded treatment. ~ . ' ' ' 

. , , 
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N =^ 30 SUM (orl) 71.7 
MEAN . 2.39 
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Posttest 


Posttest 


Predicted 
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THIS TADLE CAN BE l-OUND IN 



Ferguson, /Goor^e A. , Statist teal Axialysla In Bsydiology and Education . 2nd c.d. 
New York; McGraw-Hill fiook Company, 1'>66,T7 406.^ T . 
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• Al)ritU'.' <l fn.in T.iMi. IM of II. A. I-'iHlM-r unrl V. Yiiln, .S/»i<»-/!^'W 

Olivrr Htty*), L!.»J., IvJinl/u/^'li, liv jh rnti. -ioii of tlnr nullt'ifi :in'l 
puh\ih)wrn. 



If asstatanoe in Interpreting this Table Is desired, please contact: 
The Bureau of Urban and Conrraunlty Programa Evaluation 
Division of Evaluation 
The State Education Department 
The University of the State of New York 
Albany, New York 12224 
(518) 474-3889 
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